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STATEMENT OP THE CASE 
The Utah Supreme Court made a rul in, tl\ir> appeal case 
on-June 9 , 1937. Defendant has since then, wrote s i x i.ri.ix.,;; o his 
public defender with included l ega l cases i,o f LI" <u- rehearing. No 
reply has ever been done < •. Ue:;< !••• llorr;. "r. >, f,:,LL i: : rehearing 
was f i l e d on September I I , 1937. Defendant had requested to t.ce iie 
p e t i t i o n "before - i t was f i l e d , hut did not ge t to . 
STATEMENT OF PACTS 
Defendant has on severa l occasions sent l e g a l cases to h i s 
publ ic defender, and requested t h a t he argue p a r t i c u l a r colorable 
po in t s , but has received no reply to any of h i s l e t t e r s . In Barnes 
v» Jones , 665 P.2d 427, 429 (2d Ci r . 1981), the Court held: 
"Appellate counsel has au thor i ty to make decisions regarding 
s t r a t e g i e s and t ac t i c s a t tendant to his representa t ion , but decision 
to forego p o t e n t i a l l y meritorious issues on appeal requires c l i e n t 
input a. C: u >. -JX i i i U j . c - i en t and not fo r counsel," 
_ I -
ARGUI.EMT 
Defendant has not seen the p e t i t i o n fo r rehearing tha t h i s 
publ ic defender f i l e d , and therefore bel ieves a supplement i s 
necessary so the Court w i l l have a l l the co r r ec t fac t s to base a 
decis ion upon. 
Based on the above reasons, the defendant seeks to supplement 
the p e t i t i o n for rehearing with these add i t i ona l po in t s • 
1) Ineffect ive ass i s tance of counsel on appeal . In Anders v , 
Ca l i fo rn ia . 336 U.S. 733, 744 (1967), the Supreme Court emphasized 
t h a t "(Counsel ' s) ro le as advocate requires t h a t he support h i s 
c l i e n t ' s appeal to -fee b e s t of h i s a b i l i t y . " My counsel did not» 
As a r e s u l t of t h i s r the Utah Supreme Court on d i r e c t appeal did not 
have the following colorable points to consider: 
2) P r e jud i c i a l e r r o r on Canadian o f f i c e r ' s s tatement 1£iat 
the defendant attempted to take t h e i r l i f e (T. 283)• Counsel moved 
for m i s - t r i a l , but did not include i t on appea l . 
3) Eleven points of p re jud ice . 
4) Complaint and Warrant of 1976, fo r two counts of kidnapping. 
Counsel on appeal did no t c i t e to the Record. 
4) Sworn a f f i d a v i t on a l i b i witnesses tba t i s p a r t of Record. 
Counsel on appeal did not c i t e to the Record. 
5) Counsel did not ask for r e l i e f under the Due Process Clause 
of the Fif-Si Amendment. 
6) In t en t iona l dela# by Y«'eber County prosecution to gain a 
t a c t i c a l advantage over the accused (T2„ 5-12, 35). Motion to Dismiss 
t r a n s c r i p t s . 
Defendant's major contention i s tha t the speedy t r i a l provision 
v/as v io la ted by a post- indictment delay of 0^ years and as a r e s u l t 
thereof he has been severe ly prejudiced; the fac ts of prejudice 
es tabl ished by the Record and advanced by the defendant are as follows: 
A) Dae post- indictment delay and a f t e r the a l leged inc idents 
i s 8 | years . The ind ic tuen t v/as not brought to "the a t t e n t i o n of the 
defendant u n t i l 1935. This delay in notice to an accused tha t he must 
stand t r i a l f o r an ac t 8§ years p r i o r thereto creates an inherent 
r i s k of an unfa i r t r i a l . 
B) The e f fec t of the delay on the memory of 1iie governments 
Canadian wi tness , whose reco l l ec t ion of dates and events was uncer ta in . 
This of f icer s t a t e d a t l e a s t ten times tha t " I don ' t r e c a l l " or 
"1 hones t ly c a n ' t r e c a l l " (T. 233-246). This was p r e j u d i c i a l , in 
t ha t the court must consider the t o t a l i t y of the circumstances to 
determine whether the statement was voluntary . United Sta tes v . Welch. 
455 P.2d 211 (1972). This determination must be reached in l i g h t of 
the " t o t a l i t y of a l l the surrounding circumstances—both the 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the accused and the d e t a i l s of the i n t e r roga t i on . " 
Schneckloth v . Bustamonte. 412 U.S. 218, 226 (197 3) •• 
C) loss by Weber County prosecutor ' s of mug shot layout done 
on Leonard Eugene Wright (T. I63 , 176, 202), and loss of mug shot 
layout done on Richard Lynn Wright Qh years ago (T. 164, 139)• 
Defendant contends tha t the loss by Ogden pol ice of a l l the p ic tures 
and police repor t s regarding Leonard Eugene Wright, and the mug shot 
l ineup on Richard Lynn Wright (T. 219, 223) deprived him of po t en t i a l l y 
exculpatory mater ia l under Brady v . Maryland. 373 U.S. 33 (I963). 
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The U.S. Supreme Court discussed the prosecut ion ' s duty to preserve 
p o t e n t i a l l y exculpatory e v i d e n o in Cal i fornia v . Trombetta. 467 U.S. 
479 (1984). In United S ta tes v . Valenzuela-Bemal. 102 S.Ct. 3440 
(1982), the Supreme Court held "Simi lar ly , when -the Government has 
been responsible for delay r e su l t ing in a loss of evidence to -the 
accused, we have recognized a c o n s t i t u t i o n a l v i o l a t i o n only When loss 
of -Uae evidence prejudiced the defense." I d . , a t 3447. Defendant 
contends t ha t the loss of n a t e r i a l evidence would be bo 13a mater ia l 
and favorable to the defense, and there i s a reasonable l ike l ihood 
t h a t 1he evidence could have affected the judgment of the t r i e r of 
f a c t . See G-iglio v . United S t a t e s , 405 U.S. 150, 154 (T972); 
United Sta tes v . valenzuela-Lernal . 102 S .C t . , a t 3450. 
How could defendant show tha t Hie photographic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
was so impermissibly suggestive as to give r i s e to a ve ry s u b s t a n t i a l 
l ike l ihood of i r r epa rab le mis ident i f ica t ion , when the pol ice l o s t or 
destroyed -them. And a subsequent in -cour t i d e n t i f i c a t i o n nay be 
excluded i f "the suggestive procedures gave r i s e to a s u b s t a n t i a l 
l ike l ihood of i r r epa rab le mis iden t i f i ca t ion . " Simmons v . United 
S t a t e s , 39O U.S. 377, 384 (1968). 
If Leonard V.'right looked l i k e a monkey, and d i d n H look 
anything l i k e Richard Wright, then showing Leonard W r i g h t s photo *s 
to the jury, there i s a reasonable l ike l ihood tha t 1iie photographs 
could have affected the judgment of the t r i e r of f a c t . Espec ia l ly 
when the two pol ice t e s t i f i e d to the jury t h a t Leonard Y/right was 
so i d e n t i c a l to Richard V!right t h a t i t would be impossible to t e l l 
•toe difference (T. 218-219, 181). 
D) Loss of o r i g i n a l confession statement by pol ice (T. 261) . 
This was p r e jud i c i a l , in tha t ihe defendant t e s t i f i e d the copy was 
not the one he was forced to sign; i t was not a true copy. See same 
points and law as in C). 
E) Vindict ive prosecution* V.'hen the two pol ice o f f i c e r ' s 
learned 1hat the defendant had a Federal/Canadian parole date of 1991, 
they pressed the prosecutor for prosecution (T2. 6r 38) , Motion to 
Dismiss t r a n s c r i p t s , 
F) The e f fec t of 8 | years delay on defendant 's a b i l i t y to 
e s t ab l i sh an a l i b i defense. 
G) The &k years delay has impaired the defense; i t has made 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s , conducted 3£ years a f t e r the event , u n r e l i a b l e . The 
F i r s t Ci rcu i t thought a delay of nine months overly l ong , absent a 
good reason, i n a case t h a t depended on eyewitness testimony. 
United Sta tes v . But le r . 426 F.2d 1275, 1277 (1970). 
CONCLUSION 
The Court should find t h a t 1he 3£ years was i n v io la t ion 
of defendant 's r igh t s to due process of law and equal p ro tec t ion of 
the law in t h a t he was denied a speedy t r i a l , and 1he Court should 
f ind tha t sa id case aga ins t -this defendant should be dismissed. 
Respectfully submitted, signed and dated t h i s 2-1 day of September, 
1987. 
Richard L. Wright 
P.O. Box 250 
Draper, Utah 84020 
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"I hereby cert ify that I mailed four true and correct copies 
of the above Supplement To Pet i t ion P*r Rehearing to the Utah Attorney 
General's Office, 236 State Capitol Building, Sal t Lake City, Utah 
84114,. postage prepaid; and one copy to Kevin Sullivan, Public 
Defender, 205 26th S t . , Suite I3 , Ogden, Utah 34401, this Zt day 
of September, I987." 
Richard L. Wright 
